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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed on July 27, 2007 has been entered and considered by 
examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 6-8, 10, 12, 14, 17-18, 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Hagiwara et al. (U.S. Patent: 5,784,035) in view of Nishida 
(U.S. Patent: 6,400,340). 

As to claim 1 , Hagiwara discloses a method for rendering a display (12) over a 
plurality of graphical interfaces (14a, 14b, 14c, and 14d) (see Fig. 1, Col.3, Lines 60-67 
and Col.4, Lines 1-11), comprising: 

assigning a column number associated with each member of a plurality of display 
devices; assigning a row number associated with each member of a plurality of display 
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devices; (i.e. since the 6x6 matrix performs the refreshment in various sequence 
according to software control it must assign identifier for each column and row) (see 
Fig.4, Col.5, Lines 16-47) 

generating an image to be displayed on at least two of the plurality of display 
devices (i.e. the multiple-screen display 12 acts as one large display to display image) 
(see Fig 1, Col.3, Lines 60-67 and Col.4, Lines 1-11); 

generating the plurality of segments from the generated image (SD); (i.e. the 
screen data SD is further divided to local data via a coordinate conversion circuit 17 
which is a segment of the original image to be displayed for the local display) (see Fig. 
2, Col. 4, Lines 12-17) 

generating a first (offset y) and second offset (offset x) for at least two of the 
plurality of display devices; (i.e. each local display has a local coordinate that is 
obtained with the two offsets) (see Col.5, Lines 1-6, Col.4, Lines 48-67) 

selecting at least two segments of the image as a function of the first and second 
offset (i.e. since each local display uses calculations with respect to the two offsets to 
arrive at the segment) (see Col.5, Lines 1-6, Col.4, Lines 48-67); and 

displaying the at least two selected segments on the at least two display devices, 
(i.e. the four local displays in Fig. 1 uses local screen data as information to be 
displayed) (see Fig. 1, Col.3, Lines 60-67 and Col.4, Lines 1-11) 

However Hagiwara does not explicitly teach dynamically defining a plurality of 
image segments. Nishida teaches dynamically defining a plurality of image segments 
(i.e. the division of the display segment blocks is in view of software, and therefore 
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dynamically controlled according to software instructions) (see Fig. 3, Col. 18, Lines 16- 
24). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have used the dynamically defining a plurality of image 
segments of Nishida in the multiple display system of Hagiwara in order to reduce 
manufacturing costs, (see Nishida Col.1, Lines 60-67) 

Claims 20 and 21, are analyzed of having the same limitation as claim 1 and is 
rejected for the same reasons. 

As to claim 6, see discussion of claim 1 above, Hagiwara teaches the method of 
claim 1 , where in a virtual image is displayed over two adjacent screens, (i.e. since the 
applicant defines "virtual image" as duplicate image instead of optically virtual image, it 
is clear that as a text image scrolling across the larges display (the 6x6 matrix in Fig.4) it 
invariable will result in duplicate images crossing the boundary of the local display) (see 
Fig.4, Col. 5, Lines 36-47) 

As to claim 7, see discussion of claim 1 above, Hagiwara teaches the method of 
claim 1 , wherein the row number is equal to the first offset (offset y) and the column 
number is equal to the second offset (offset x). (i.e. if the local data are identical to the 
all data then the offset will be the same as the row and column number since in Fig.5 
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the 6x6 system of matrix display is clearly arrange this way, as demonstrated in formula 
1) (see Col.5, Lines 1-6, Col.4, Lines 48-67) 

As to claim 8, see discussion of claim 1 above, Hagiwara clearly teaches the 
method of claim 1 , wherein the first offset is equal to the vertical offset (offset y) and the 
second offset is equal to the horizontal offset (offset x) for at least one of the plurality of 
display devices, (i.e. when the local coordinate is different then the all data then the first 
offset and the second offset would be the vertical and horizontal offset, as demonstrated 
in formula 1) (see Col.5, Lines 1-6, Col.4, Lines 48-67) 

As to claim 10, see discussion of claim 1 above, Hagiwara teaches the method of 
claim 1 , further comprising selecting at least two of the plurality of display devices, (i.e. 
from Fig. 3 a four screen system is demonstrated where the offset is shown with respect 
to the coordinate system of the display appear so all four local display is selected to 
apply the local screen data to create the image) 

As to claim 12, see discussion of claim 1 above, Hagiwara teaches the method of 
claim 1, wherein the step of generating an image to be displayed on at least two of the 
plurality of display devices further comprises generating a video image (i.e. analog 
video signal is received by screen data generating section 1 1 , the video data generating 
circuit 23 then convert the supplied video signal into digital video data. Which then sent 
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to the local data selecting circuit 15 and finally displayed after transmitting to the local 
data generating section 14a to 14d) (see Fig.8, Col. 5, Lines 62-67, Col.6, Lines 1-5) 

As to claim 14, see claim 1 above, Apple teaches the method of claim 1, further 
comprising generating the image in a client (14a, 14b, 14c, 14d) coupled to each 
display. (12a, 12b, 12c, 12d) (i.e. the local data generating section correspond to each 
individual display to generate the images) (see Fig.1, Col.4, Lines 5-10) 

As to claim 17, Hagiwara teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising 
synchronizing the plurality of display devices to start execution substantially the same 
start time. (i.e. the screen data generating section provide a time stamp onto selected 
local screen data, allowing the synchronization with one another based on the time 
stamp, which allows videos to be displayed without deficiency, which means that the 
local display unites are start at the same time to present a viewable video as a whole) 
(see Col.2, Lines 30-42, Col. 7, Lines 12-16) 

As to claim 18, Hagiwara teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising 
synchronizing the plurality of display devices to display a plurality of images in 
succession at substantially the same time. (i.e. the display is able use successive 
transmission to create horizontal, vertical, and diagonal movement of information) (see 
Col.2, Lines 5-30, Col. 7, Lines 12-16) 
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4. Claims 3-5, 11, 13, and 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hagiwara in view of Nishida as applied in claimsl, 6-8, 10, 12, 14, 
17-18, 20-21, further in view of Apple et al. (US Patent: 7,082,398) 

As to claim 3, see discussion of claim 1 above, Hagiwara and Nishida teaches 
the method of claim 1 occurs at a client, but does not explicitly teach a client. Apple 
teaches a client, (i.e. the stock tick information that makes up the dynamic segment 
come from the stock ticker (ST), the client, must get the information from data server 
2540 that actual provide the data update, this data server ) (see Apple, Fig. 25, Col. 1 1 , 
Lines 34-38). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have applied the method of the multiple display system 
of Hagiwara and Nishida to a client computer of Apple in order to provide information in 
real time video and to provide information in a standard schedule or in response to 
external events, (see Apple Col.1, Lines 44-51) 

As to claim 4, see discussion of claim 3 above, Apple teaches the method of 
selecting of at least one segment of the images is performed by a server. (Data Server 
2210) (i.e. the Data server provides provide the display data processors the information 
to be displayed) (see Fig.23, Col.9, Lines 41-65) 
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As to claim 5, see discussion of claim 3 above, Apple teaches the method of 
claim 1, wherein the selecting at least one segment of the images is performed by a 
client. (User console 2530) (i.e. the user console create content for the user content and 
provide VIP access) (see Fig22B, Col. 12, Lines 4-10). 

As to claim 1 1 , see discussion of claim 1 above, Hagiwara and Nishida teaches 
the method of claim 1 , wherein the step of generating an image to be displayed on at 
least two of the plurality of display devices. 

Apple teaches generating an image to be displayed on a graphical user interface, 
(i.e. multimedia computer 2740 is said to be Intel-based PCs and Apple Macintoshes 
which clearly have graphic user interface and are attached to the Router 2750 which 
control the video wall 2270 sending signal to the individual monitor) (see Fig. 28, Col. 14, 
Lines 1-24) Thus combining Hagiwara, Nishida and Apple would meet the claimed 
limitation. 

As to claim 13, see discussion of claim 3 above, Hagiwara and Nishida teaches 
the method of claim 1 . Apple, teaches generating the image in a server coupled to the 
each display, (i.e. in the specification the applicant define servers as display computer 
(Fig.1), the display PC 2230-2235 are computer said to control two monitors, how ever 
Apple clearly state that this is a design choice where one skill in the art can choose, so 
coupling one computer with one display is demonstrated here) (see Fig.22A, Col. 10 
Lines 20-35) Thus combining Hagiwara, and Apple would meet the claimed limitation. 
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As to claim 15, see discussion of claim 3 above, Hagiwara and Nishida teaches 
wherein the step of segmenting is performed in a local data generating section (14a- 
14d) coupled to the display device, (i.e. the local display is divided into a smaller 6x6 
matrix which constitute segmenting) (see Fig. 4, Col.5 Lines 16-35) Apple clearly 
teaches a server computer that controls the individual display, (i.e. in the specification 
the applicant define servers as display computer (Fig.1), the display PC 2230-2235 are 
computer said to control two monitors, how ever Apple clearly state that this is a design 
choice where one skill in the art can choose, so coupling one computer with one display 
is demonstrated here) (see Fig.22A, Col. 10, Lines 20-35) Thus combining Hagiwara, 
Nishida, and Apple would meet the claimed limitation. 

As to claim 16, see discussion of claim 3 above, Hagiwara and Nishida teaches 
wherein the step of segmenting is performed in a client. (1 1 screen data generating 
section) (see Fig.1 , Col. 3 Lines 60-67) Apple teaches the plurality of server that is 
coupled is own respective individual display, (see Fig. 22A, Col. 10, Lines 20-35) Thus 
combining Hagiwara, Nishida, and Apple would meet the claimed limitation. 

5. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hagiwara 
in view of Nishida as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Tretter et al. 
(U.S.P.G. Pub: 2005/0093894). 
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As to claim 9, Hagiwara and Nishida teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
second offset is equal to the horizontal offset for at least one of the plurality of display 
devices. However both Hagiwara and Nishida do not teach wherein the first offset is not 
equal to the vertical offset. ( 

Tretter teaches diagonal offset(see Fig.24, [0026]). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have included the diagonal offset as taught by Tretter as the first offset in the multiple 
display system of Hagiwara as modified by Nishida in order to increase the resolution of 
the displayed image, (see Tretter[0004]) 

6. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Apple in 
view of Nishida. 

As to claim 19, Apple teaches a system for display a graphical image on a 
plurality of screens (2080) (see Fig. 20), comprising: 

a client computer (2531 VIP console ) (see Fig. 25); a plurality of server 
computers (DC1-DC28) coupled to the client computer (see Col. 12 Lines 4-10); 

a display of plurality of graphical devices (2080), wherein each device is coupled 
to at least one server (see Col. 10, Lines 20-35); 

and wherein the client is configured to segment a video image for substantially 
concurrent rendering by the plurality of server computer(i.e. since 2-video 
teleconferencing area 130 and 135 consists often individual display that is interacting 
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with the VIP console to create segments of video images to the five servers that 
controls the ten individual displays, and since the ten individual displays are controlled 
by the five servers to render the video, it is required for the server to create a concurrent 
rendering of the video) (see Fig. 1A, Col.3, Lines 59-67, Col.7, Lines 53-58, Col. 12, 
Lines 4-10). 

However Apple does not explicitly teach dynamically segment. Nishida teaches 
dynamically segment (i.e. the division of the display segment blocks is in view of 
software, and therefore dynamically controlled according to software instructions) (see 
Fig. 3, Col. 18, Lines 16-24). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have used the dynamically defining a plurality of image 
segments of Nishida in the multiple display system of Apple in order to reduce 
manufacturing costs, (see Nishida Col.1, Lines 60-67) 

Response to Amendment 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 3, 19, 20, and 21 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. In view of 
amendment, the reference of Nishida has been added for new ground of rejection. 



Conclusion 
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8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first, reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Inquiry 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Calvin Ma whose telephone number is (571) 270-1713. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 7:30 - 5:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chanh Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-7772. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



September 21, 2007 



Calvin Ma 




